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Part 1 


I say right now, notice the state of development where we are exactly, 
otherwise all is lost. The last time, I tried to make up time, but it 
consisted of this: I commented or I pretended to comment on the first 
chapter of Matter and Memory. So that's it for us. The question is: 
what will come out of it for us, that is to say, what help, what 
contribution will this first chapter of Matter and Memory be for us? 


And if I summarize the direction of the contributions that we had 
retained in this very strange text, I say here it is, good: Bergson put us 
in the presence of a material universe, the material universe of 
movement-images. [1:00] And we really entered this universe of 
moving images which presented itself as a world of universal 
interactions of images on each other. And he showed how in this 
universe of moving images were randomly distributed centers of 
indetermination. 


Do not forget the bet that Bergson made in this first chapter: he would 
introduce nothing that was not matter, that is to say movement. 
Above all, it would not introduce [2:00] anything of another nature. 
And, in fact, he won his bet from the moment when the centers of 
indeterminacy did not imply anything that was not matter and 
movement. The centers of indetermination were simply defined by the 
gap, the interval between an action undergone and a reaction 
executed. 


The centers of indeterminacy were therefore fully understood 
themselves in terms of movement-image. 


There was a center of indeterminacy when, instead of an action 
undergone being immediately prolonged into a reaction executed, 
there was an interval between the action undergone and the reaction 
executed. [Pause] The fact remains that, as soon as they gave 
themselves [3:00] the centers of indeterminacy within the material 
universe of movement-images, three types of images resulted. I will 
not return to this since I am trying to sum up what we have acquired 
to the point that one could say: the movement-images, the universe of 
movement-images, when they are related to a center of 
indetermination under this condition. ...on condition that we refer 
them to a center of indeterminacy... will give us three types of 
images. So these are three types of images- 


movement, the movement-images related to the center of 
indetermination give three types of images: perception-images, action- 
images, [4:00] affection-images. 


It is in this sense that the center of indetermination will henceforth be 
and can be defined as a subject in a triple sense. That is, something 
that perceives an image, an image that perceives other images. A 
subject who acts, a subject who is affected. Subject always designating 
nothing other than a movement-image which presents a gap between 
the movement received and the movement executed, which presents 
an interval. 


Well... So we got all kinds of problems for us. [5:00] What's it gonna 
be? 


Now we take back our autonomy. And you think, well... the time has 
already come to fix some kind of foreboding. Our presentiment is that, 
of course, and we knew it from the beginning, the movement-image is 
only a type of image. There are many others, we don't know yet which 
others... however, we are starting to have a clue. 


Because... the last time we fixed this notion of a material universe of 
movement-images. Or, more precisely, the machinic arrangement of 
movement-images. And we said... well, yes, cinema in one of its 
aspects is a machine arrangement... even more, [6:00] one could say 
it's the machine arrangement of movement-images. But, and here I am 
appealing to those who... who have followed what we have been 
doing here for many years, because it is a theme that I would not like 
to take up again. It happened to us in other years to try... to analyze 
this concept of assemblage and we managed to say: Yes, all 
assemblage is double, it has as it were two sides. If we analyze 
carefully what an assemblage is, we see that it is indissolubly on one 
of its sides a machinic assemblage of things - here a machinic 
assemblage [7:00] of movement-images - and on another side it is is 
an arrangement of statements. 


In other words, if you will, it has content and expression. The content 
of the arrangement is the mechanical aspect referring to movement- 
images. And it has another aspect, the arrangement of statements. And 
any assemblage is double in this sense. What relationship will there be 
between the statements of the arrangement and the content of the 
arrangement? Here, the moving images... we don't know. All I mean is 


that we only have half of the cinematic assemblage, and it is quite 
obvious that a machine assemblage of movement-images is coupled 
with a certain type, a certain [8:00] form of utterance. 


What are the statements that we could call cinematographic? Can I 
say that in The Birth of a Nation1, in The Battleship Potemkin2 etc. 
etc there is a certain style of statements which is not valid and which 
is not defined only by its content but which is defined as statements of 
cinema? Why am I already introducing this? To make it clear that, in 
any case, all that we say about the movement-image obviously 
concerns only part of the assemblage. Again, there are many more 
images. So much so that when I then refer to the enunciation aspect of 
any assemblage in order to make a presentiment of the existence of 
these other [9:00] images, that means: Will there be statement- 
images? 


Will it be necessary, for example, to give a special status to sound 
images? Is the sound-image something that differs in nature from the 
movement-image? And how ? 


Well, all this to say, already at the point where we are, at the same 
moment when we are sinking more and more into the movement- 
image to try to get something out of it, we also know that there is a 
beyond of the movement-image and that we haven't finished our 
business. In other words, normally it would take several years... but 
you have to do everything this year, what... otherwise, it's fine. 


So... good! Ideally, what would that be? It would be that it is our 
analysis of the movement-image that leads us to go beyond the 
movement-image for all other types of images. 


Is it possible ? Is it the movement-image itself that will force us 


[10:00] to discover that there are other types of images that are part 
of the cinema arrangement? 


It would be perfect that, as it would be perfect is what will happen. 


But not only is there something beyond the movement-image, that is 
to say something other than movement-images... But, I come back to 
the point where we are precisely, there is a below the movement- 
image. I mean, not only are there other types of images than the 


movement-image but the movement-image itself, under certain 
conditions, gives us three distinct types of images. And that's what I 
come back to. These three types of images which do not go beyond 
the movement-image - we are not there yet, alas - but which are like 
the species of the movement-image under a certain condition, namely 
that the movement-images be referred to a [11:00] center of 
indeterminacy. When the movement-images are related to such a 
center of indetermination which nevertheless is part of it, then they 
deliver sometimes perception-images, sometimes action-images, 
sometimes affection-images - which are part of the movement-image. . 


From then on, our task is like twofold. For later, the search full of 
presentiments of other types of images than the movement-image... 
But immediately, the precise analysis, as precise as we can, the 
analysis of the three types of movement-images , namely: perception- 
images, action-images, affection-images. 


In what sense? What does that mean, then? This is our immediate 
object: analysis of the three types of movement-images. Let's try, with 
everything that [12:00] Bergson brought us... 


I would first say a first point: a film, I can always present it partially. 
Don't tell me it's not only that, since we reserve ourselves, we very 
voluntarily reduce ourselves to the consideration of the movement- 
image. Than this guy, for now. 


From this restricted point of view, I can say what is a film? A film is a 
mixture in certain proportion of the three types of images. It is a 
mixture of perception-images, affection-images and action-images. 


Suppose a childish, rudimentary sequence. Moreover, this sequence 
has implausibilities. 


You will have to ask yourself what is implausible in this sequence that 
I propose like that, as a really rudimentary example [13:00]. 


First kind of image: A cowboy seen from the front. He looks, and then 
we see what he is looking at: he is looking at the horizon in a western 
landscape. Good. [Pause] I would say, it's an image-perception. 


All of this, once again, assumes everything we saw last time. 
Obviously he 


looking for something. He is worried. He seeks, as Bergson would say, 
what interests him. And he passes on what does not interest him. 
[14:00] What interests him? Are there any Indians? Here is the first 
type of image. I would say, well, in technical terms, but I could be 
very wrong... it's just to try to fix the concepts... You can have a series 
there: shot, reverse shot and panoramic. Image-perception. 


Second kind of image that follows. We are still in the perception 
image. It has to be linked, that each image has a root in the other. We 
are still in the image-perception but everything happens as if the 
horizon were curving. We have seen the importance of... how to say, 
what is the noun? In the end, you see... from this curvature taken by 
the world of [15:00] 


perception. This is where the perception-image will give rise to the 
action-image. 


Because, when the world takes this curvature, what happens? The 
things of the world... 


that is to say, things and beings in the world are organized according 
to relations of distance and depth which simultaneously define the 
virtual action of things on me and the possible action of me on things. 
This is the birth of action. This universe curves and indeed the Indians 
appeared at the top of the hill or the mountain. One Indian, two 
Indians, three Indians... and immediately we are already in the action- 
image, or apparently in the action-image. The Indians come down, 
they group up, they come down at a gallop... there you go, good, and 
the cowboys, they arrange their cart. The action-image, [16:00] 


technically, it can be a tracking shot. 


Third kind of image. The cowboy receives an arrow in the eye: close- 
up... close-up of the painful face. Image-affection. I say, there are 
implausibilities in this sequence, but which ones? Which ones? I say, 
let us suppose that a film from the point of view which concerns us, 
that is to say from the point of view of the image-movement... is 
composed, is really made up of this mixture of the three kinds of 
image. And passages from one image to another. 


Already understand that practically - and after all the ideal is if our 
concepts respond well to practical problems that you encounter in all 
films - there is no order [17:00] 


determined. In what case, for example, should the affection-image 
precede the perception-image? In which case, on the contrary, is it the 


image-perception that must come first? We do not know. 


Case where the affection-image precedes the perception-image: 
horrified face, but you don't know what is the thing that causes 
horror. First you see the horrified face. And then it is afterwards that 
you will see the horror, that you will perceive the horror. In other 
cases it is not good. 


In other cases, obviously, the spectator's emotion is much greater if we 
see first... if there is the image-perception first, [18:00] because we 
say to ourselves: Ah ... well, oh my! 


What will he be afraid of, the other! In this case, it is the image- 
perception before. 


Understand that - what I mean is something extremely simple - we are 
in the process of having a second meaning, for us, in the progression... 
since, once again, what I am proposing to you is a very , very 
progressive... We have a second meaning of the word montage. 


Because some of you had been surprised, at the very beginning of the 
year, when I had spoken about editing... how limited the point of 
view I was talking about was. They said to me, "But 


yes, it's not just that in the editing! It was obvious, it's not just that in 
the editing. 


It is that in the first quarter the way in which we considered the 
operation of editing consisted in seizing it under one of its aspects 
which was exactly: relation of the images-movement to a Whole of 
another nature [19:00] they are meant to express. Relationship of 
movement-images with a Whole, this Whole not being movement but 
being of the order of duration. 


And it was only from this point of view that I had tried to distinguish 
types of assembly. 


I say, at the point where we are now, we encounter a second 
determination of editing: what we could call editing from the point of 
view that concerns us here, is the determination in a precise film of 
the relationship and the proportions between the three types of 
images. 


No longer the relationship of the movement-image to a Whole of 
another order, but the relationship of the three types of movement- 
images to each other, that is to say the ratio and proportion [20:00] of 
the action-images, images-perception and images-affection in a film. 


Well... This does not prevent that, and this is my second point... this 
does not prevent many films from presenting a predominance of a 
certain type of image over the other two. And after all, once said that 
Bergson last time gave us the conceptual theoretical definitions of the 
three types of images, now we just have to exercise a kind of pact to 
recognize them. And it's not very difficult to recognize them in 
passing, [21:00] even when there are composite images, even when 
there are images that mix genres - secondary component images. And 
that's why already a long time before... before the holidays, I had 
offered you three examples of typical images. I remind you of them 
and ask you to reflect on them. 


Image-perception. I was saying, let's take the example of a sequence 
from a Lubitsch film that I haven't seen, which is quoted by Mitry3 
and which is described by Mitry exactly like this and which seems to 
me so... so beautiful that... and then I'll need it later... It's the movie 
The Man I Killed.4 


It started like this, so... camera movement [22:00] grabbing a crowd 
from behind, at waist height. The camera continues, moves and stops 
at one place: this place is the back of a one-legged man. It slides and 
inserts itself into a kind of gap, gap between the surviving leg and the 
crutch. You see... in this interval, through this interval, we... 


but who is “we”? For the moment it's "we"... what do we see? [11:00 
p.m.] We see a military parade. We see a military parade and we 
suddenly learn that what this crowd was watching, seen from behind, 
well this crowd was watching a military parade. 


And then, the camera discovers what? Another shot, next shot: the 
camera discovers a cul-de-leg. 


See, the military parade takes place after the war. So there is a one- 
legged man who lost his leg in the war and then there is one who lost 
both. There is a cul-de-jatte that sells small haberdashery items, 
shoelaces. And at the same time that he sells shoelaces, he has this 
kind of fascination with what is happening, [24:00] of the military 
parade, and he watches. However, he is in a position to carry out the 
perception that Lubitsch had left in the void in the form of a “we”. 
Who was this extraordinary "one", who captured the military parade 


through, between... from this extraordinary point of view, between the 
one-legged crutch and the valid leg? 


Here is the image-perception, which until then was in the air and 
therefore appeared as an aesthetic effect of cinema, is effected. 
Effected by what? The cul-de-jatte is in such a situation that, selling 
his little laces, he is exactly at the desired height to see the parade 


[25:00] military through the one-legged interval.5 


I say, these two planes, which are surely splendid... these two planes 
define an image-perception and even a whole adventure of the image- 
perception. I say a whole adventure of the image-perception since it 
begins by being posed without being carried out. And then it is carried 
out by the cul-de-jatte which is shown to us only in the background. I 
would say it is an image-perception. So. 


Second example that I proposed to you: an action-image. See, this 
pretty much matches my western streak from earlier but this time, 
instead of grabbing their mix, I'm giving three examples as pure. 


Pure example of action-images. [26:00] I was saying this time...and 
maybe it's not by chance, maybe Lubitsch was a very, very great artist 
of perception-images... And maybe the one I'm talking about now, 
namely Fritz Lang, was one of the greatest action-image artists. And I 
gave you as a second example, this time of the action-image, the 
beginning of the first Le Docteur Mabuse.6 What is it? An action that 
breaks down into a set of images, namely attacking a courier on the 
train - first set of images - a courier is attacked on the train and 
robbed, dispossessed of a document. Second kind of images: [Pause] 


[27:00] the theft is carried in a car, it is put in a car, there is a car that 
leaves, that starts... So see, there is already a system: train, theft in the 
train, transport by auto. 


Third kind of images: a guy from the band climbs a telegraph pole — 
no, telephone... I don't know anymore, you correct the inaccuracies 
yourself... He climbs a pole, there, and he telephones... Fourth image: 
Mabuse , waiting for the phone call. 


And there you have action segments - action segments with already 
something that will be brought to a climax by Wenders much later, 


that is to say nowadays - with the fundamental idea, which is not a 
theoretical idea, which is really a practice [28:00] of cinema, namely 
that the camera assures the conversion and takes upon itself the 
conversion of heterogeneous movements. It does not at all 
homogenize the movements but it takes on itself, and it is the device 
that converts the movements. Train, in Lang's sequence, train, car, 
telephone. 


If you think of the great sequences of Wenders with conversion 
movement, literally, changes, which precisely involve intervals too. 
Earlier, I invoked a perceptual interval, the missing leg of the one- 
legged. Here now, I invoke intervals between actions, between 
segments of actions, in a compound action. 


I would say that... that, that, that [Deleuze searches for a word] the 
first [29:00] images of the first Mabuse give us as if in an almost pure 
state - there are never any pure images... just like everything at the 
time I had an almost pure case of image-perception, now I have an 
almost pure case of image-action. 


And I was saying, third example: an affection-image. I'm looking for 
the simplest examples that appear right from the start of the film. 
Since the image of Lubitsch, it is, according to Mitry, from the 


beginning of The Man I Killed. Mabuse is from the start of the first 
Mabuse... And there, from the start, you just have to see The Passion 
of Joan of Arc, to see a film where image-affection dominates.7 


And already we know just enough, if you recall our Bergsonian 
knowledge, not to be surprised that the affection-image has as its 
privileged place [30:00] the close-up, the face. Just as the action- 
image can include tracking shots, the affection-image will necessarily 
include close-ups. 


Here are my three types of images. So, there, it is to make concrete 
everything that Bergson told us. Not at all because what Bergson told 
us the other time was abstract, but it was philosophically concrete. 
There, we make it concrete... how to say, we try to make it concrete 
cinematographic. 


Now, I'm saying neither... I'm not saying anymore, as earlier, every 
film is a mixture of the three types of movement-images - of the 


perception-image, of the action-image, of the picture affection. We say 
something else. Obviously, that doesn't contradict itself... I'm 
emphasizing something else. Namely, we can distinguish film genres 
according to the [31:00] dominant of one of the images over the other 
two. And if I try to place the genres, all that is subject to reworking. 
We'll see as we move forward... what I'm saying is obviously always 
provisional. There is not so much of a problem... What is a film where 
the image-affection dominates? It would be what we would call, 
according to Pariscope, what we would call “a psychological drama”. 
A film where the action-image dominates is what we would call “a 
policeman”. For what ? I insist on this because it was undoubtedly the 
detective film that brought the idea of the action segment and a 
timing in the action segments. [Pause] This is the discovery [32:00] of 
Lang which then will have all sorts of continuation, renewal... all that. 
The action-image is really the detective film, this is where you find a 
dominance of action-images. 


Is there a case... so, is there a genre as big as what I'm trying to define, 
where what dominates is the images-perception? There... I just have 
an idea about it. Personally, I think that there is indeed a genre where 
the image-perception dominates and which finally invented the film 
dominated by images-perception and that is the western. And that in 
the western specifically, there are very few affection-images and very 
few action-images. This is why my example earlier, where I invoked a 
sequence taken from a fake western, was full of implausibilities. 


The action, in the western, is far too [33:00] stereotyped. She doesn’t 
have the inventions and...really, the inventions of the action segments 
in the crime movie at all. If I think for example of... indeed, all the 
films based on the timing of the heist, each time the action is well 
defined in accordance with the Bergsonian theme, by the emergence 
of something new. For example in a famous film by Jules Dassin, the 
moment when the umbrella is used to receive the rubble in the timing 
of the hold-up.8 In The Asphalt Jungle9, where the timing also, each 
time, introduces something new. And, indeed, the need to deal with 
the unexpected... and that is the place of the action-images, the 
policeman. It is a logic of action. The western is not his problem at all. 


I would say that the western is really [34:00] the genre that founded 
and also developed the purest state of image-perception and the 
linking of image-perception with each other. 


For what ? 


There is a famous text by Bazin on why the western and on what 
makes the western excellent as a cinematographic genre. And Bazin's 
immediate response, it seemed curious to me, it consists in saying: it's 
not the form, you shouldn't look in the form of the western because 
everything that is in the form of the western could find it elsewhere, 
in a context other than that of the western. He says: indeed, what 
belongs to the western - and already this point should interest us - is 
the vast expanses, it is the confrontation of the rocks etc. etc 


it’s the line of heaven and earth... Yeah, all of that. The western 
landscape, the western panorama... [35:00] But he says: That’s not it! 
And if you're trying to really understand the excellence of the western, 
you have to invoke something about the content. Namely, the western 
has really introduced and created a mythology specific to cinema. I 
don't think that's absolutely true. It doesn't matter, it doesn't matter. I 
prefer the remarks where Bazin says: in the western you will very, 
very rarely find close-ups. Moreover, the hero of the western he is 
essentially impassive. 


And Bazin has beautiful pages, for example, on a famous western, 
Seven Men to Kill11, on the impassiveness of the face. No close-ups, 
no close-ups, no affection-pictures... even when the cowboy is in love. 
[36:00] It is exactly the same way that he looks at the loved one as he 
looks at his flock. Always looking at the horizon, that is to say it is 
really... it is really a perceptual look. And introducing affection-images 
might not be good at all, we'll see... we'll see what problem that poses. 
But then why say, you see... I would not say like Bazin, it seems to me 
that it is secondary that the western introduces a mythology specific 
to cinema. I'm not even sure, because it seems to me that we could say 
about the policeman, that we could say a thousand things. On the 
other hand, what can be said of the western is something that depends 
on its form. But not in its objective form. 


Bazin is obviously right to say: in a pinch the landscapes of the 
western, you can find the equivalent elsewhere. But what you will not 
find the equivalent elsewhere is the constitution of films based on 
images-perception. [37:00] 


What is the problem with the western? They are essentially characters 
for whom it is vital to perceive, not to act. And if there is a western 
mythology, this is it. If there is a western mythology, I don't think it's 
good and evil as a subject.... Good and evil is the metaphysics of 
cinema, you find it everywhere. But what is specific to the western is: 


if you don't perceive, you don't survive. What it is a question of seeing 
here is really the image-perception in all its senses. From perceiving 
everything, to retaining what interests me, in the Bergsonian sense. 
Subjective perception, i.e. perceiving everything except what does not 
interest me - including perceiving what is happening behind my back. 
What is a duel, western style? The two guys walking towards each 
other... all that? Understand, [38:00] from the point of view of action 
it is zero. These are not action pictures. They are absolutely not 
action-images, they are perception-images and all their beauty comes 
from the perception-image. They are images-perception, what does 
that mean? What is at stake in these images, what gives them an 
intense dramatic charge is: who is going to perceive the first of the 
two? Namely, the rule of the game being: oh well, one must have 
drawn his revolver so that the other has already sent the bullet. 


It's a matter of perception. And with the Indians, it's about seeing the 
Indians... ah, it's not nothing to see an Indian. 


There, in these rocks, in these rocky mountains, all that... that's what 
the western is all about. It is a development of the image-perception 
as, in fact, no genre made it possible. And why ? There is a book that I 
really like by an American, on [39:00] the American novel. 


It's a book by Leslie Fiedler... I think he taught here, Leslie Fiedler... 
well, I don't know, I think yeah.... A book called The Return of the 
Redskin. And Leslie Fiedler has a very, very correct idea about 
American literature. He says, well, yes... basically, basically I'm 
simplifying, he says Americans are people who don't have stories, it's 
well known, but on the other hand what has replaced history in they 
are geography. They have a geography. And he says, we always talk 
about “Western” but in fact there are four major directions. And their 
literature is crossed by these four main directions. And if you think of 
American authors that you like, you can distribute them in these 
directions. There is, he says, what should be called a "Northern" -- I 
pronounce it wrong; as one would say in the western, a 


"Northern" -- See? And then there is [40:00] a “Southern”. And then 
there is an “Eastern”. 


Simply, these directions are qualitative. 


The Eastern direction is well known. It is the management of the 


American who will seek not these roots but who will renew a very 
strange contact with old Europe. That's what they do in the East.... So 
that's Henry James. A whole part of Fitzgerald...obviously the great 
American authors they participate in several directions. At Fitzgerald, 
there is a direction to the South. There is a South direction and an 
East direction... that is to say, the return to Europe, American style. 
From Henry James to Fitzgerald you find that. 


The North, [41:00] is more complicated. It's the rise towards 
industrialization, it's great novelists, they are very, very well known... 


The South... well, you have Faulkner. Many more... part of Fitzgerald. 
And the big confrontation, the confrontation with the blacks. 


There remains the West. There, what do you have? Fiedler says it very 
well. And yes, it is confrontation. This time, it is on the one hand the 
confrontation with a completely new sense of limits or borders, and at 
the same time - the two being completely linked - the confrontation 
with the Indian. 


Ah good, the confrontation with the Indian. And then, a new sense of 
borders. This is what is 


[42:00] discovered in the western! What does that mean ? This means 
that the border is more something that separates this and that, it is 
something that is constantly shifted. 


The border is experienced as perpetually movable. 


Remember the beautiful pages of Marx on capitalism and the two 
aspects of capitalism: it always sets itself limits on the one hand, and 
on the other hand it does not stop pushing its limits to ask others. The 
two sides of capitalism, one might as well say, are slavery and 
evacuation. He never ceases to set limits within which he will 
establish the system of domination and exploitation. [Pause] But 
[43:00] his limits too... with another hand, he keeps pushing them. 
He empties for a new 
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organization. This time, it is no longer a question of making slaves, it 
is a question of emptying lands, emptying the lands of their 
inhabitants. 


Why today - parenthesis - are there heirs to the Redskins, and it is the 
Palestinians? Very curious. The Palestinians keep saying - they 
understood that very well - if there was a new western, it would be... 
Arafat, it's very curious, he keeps saying: Yes, we, the redskins, we are 
the modern redskins. It is because, in fact, it is not a question of 
making Palestinians slaves, it is a question of emptying them, it is a 
question of evacuating them from their lands. 


So this is a very, very different movement. [44:00] Why? How is it all 
very related to the western? This limit etc. I say that this perpetually 
displaced limit and this relationship with the Indian will really merge, 
will be the constituents of a perceptual world at the pure limit. For 
what ? 


Fiedler analyzes a figure from the American novel which, alas, it 
seems to me has not had enough of... still, it has had some... not 
applications but some... examples already. It is the union that the 
white American makes, the union that a white American hero makes 
either with a black or with an Indian. A kind of strange friendship, 
which will take them on an adventure. A kind of adventure that will 
be half atonement on the [45:00] side of the white American, which 
will be discovered on the side [CJ1] either of the black or the Indian. 
And indeed on the Southern side or on the Western side, you have this 
kind of confrontation with the black and with the Indian. 


But on what basis is the confrontation made in the two cases? In both 
cases, it is done in a very different way. And there, I just want to read 
because it suits me too much... it's to persuade you that he says it 
well... page 162. That's what Fiedler tells us. Alas, he does not develop 
enough, because there would be a lot to develop: "When in the 
myth..." - in the American myth, Fiedler's idea there... the idea is not 
good... it is that this kind of union, homosexual union of the white 
American [46:00] with either a black in the south, or an Indian in the 
west... and here is the difference between the two lines, the southern 
line and the line of the West - "When in the myth, the colored 
companion that the white American seeks is black rather than Indian, 
one tends to interpret the story as an attempt by him to expand the 
field of his sexuality , recover a lost libido. In other words, it is the 
business of desire. “When, on the contrary, the companion is Indian, 
the myth is interpreted rather as an attempt to make a breach in our 
world and extend the field of our consciousness. Black represents in 


[47:00] the myth a sexuality that fascinates, a foreign passion but the 
Indian translates a foreign perception. »12 


Hence, parenthetically, the relationship of the Indian with drugs, 
which is not at all, which is not found at all in the relationship of the 
black. The black representing in the myth a desire which fascinates, a 
libido which fascinates, a foreign passion but the Indian translates a 
foreign perception, the perception of a strange other world. So much 
so that any western, as a confrontation between the cowboy and the 
Indian, can only develop in images at least with a pure perceptual 
tendency, that is to say in the sense both from the point of view of the 
landscape that from the point of view of the people, of the heroes 
[48:00] involved, it will be a world of perception. 
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So all this... I was trying to say that... and it took me a long time but 
too bad... To say, you see, there is not only... I cannot say only: every 
film is a mixture of the three types pictures. But every film also has a 
dominant. So I can't just say anymore: editing defined as...from this 
limited point of view, again, but you see that's another point of view 
that we had in the first quarter...editing defined as determining the 
ratio between the three types of images will give rise - just as I had 
tried to distinguish in the first trimester - to three kinds of editing... 
three, but it could be three like four, five... it doesn't matter... three 
mounting types versus All. I had distinguished: opposition editing, 
[49:00] dialectical editing, quantitative editing and intensive editing. 


And bah... there, we would indeed find three types of quite different 
assemblies. 


We should speak of a perceptual editing when perceptual images 
dominate the film. 


An active montage, which is of a completely different type, which 
would be for example the Fritz Lang montage... and, once again, I am 
not saying that that exhausts the question neither of montage in 
general nor of Lang's montage, it is an aspect. Active editing when, on 
the contrary, it is a matter of linking complex action segments. And in 
the case of Lang, indeed, he ensures its active editing by inserting a 
clock that marks the hours between each [50:00] segment of the 
action. 


And then an emotional montage of which, it is obvious, The Passion of 
Joan of Arc would be the classic example, the immortal example. 
Because, in fact, it is not enough to say the affection-image is the 
close-up. It's about knowing, once said that it's a film that's dominated 


by close-ups - which is normal if it's a film that's dominated by 
images-affection - it's about knowing how you edit there , all these 
close-ups. Because there are quite a few - as often... everyone has 
always noticed - there are quite a few isolated images of the face of 
Joan of Arc. The close-ups of Dreyer in The Passion of Joan of Arc 
take, for example, the face of Joan of Arc and then another face, that 
of a judge cut off or at an angle. [51:00] From there, you have all the 
editing problems but a particular type of editing. As soon as you have 
to introduce a close-up into an edit, you have a certain problem of 
affective editing. All the more so when it comes to editing close-ups in 
relation to each other. 


And no doubt it is a fantastic feat, the editing of close-ups. Well, all 
that... 


voila. 


So... that's good, because we finished a new part of what we had to 
do, it's this group that we finished now, and I still caught up now -- I 
was too fast but too bad - 


- we have caught up a bit of the delay that we had taken... Namely, 
this new part that we have done is a commentary on Chapter 1 
[52:00] of Matter and Memory and consequences for the three types 
of images cinematographic. 


Therefore, the three cases of the movement-image are image- 
perception, image-action, image-affection. 


Therefore our plan, our duty, alas, is drawn up for quite a long time. 
But to the point that it will be so long that cuts will have to be made. 
But in the absolute, we would be forced, before putting an end to the 
movement-image - because we are in a hurry to put an end to the 
movement-image - what really interests me now is: that is that going 
to be the other pictures? And yet he 
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you have to stay still, you still have to wade through this story of the 
movement-image. So, one side is attracted to the other, held back... 
it's a good situation, it's an affectively rich situation. Or else, there is 
enough of everything and then there you go. 


Well... but our immediate [53:00] plan is: detailed analysis of the 


perception-image, detailed analysis of the action-image, detailed 
analysis of the affection-image. 


I would like to do a detailed analysis of the image-perception in 
cinema. And then, if we see that it's too long... I'll just give, I don't 
know, very short indications on the other two images. And then, 
finally, we can conceive of passing. Unless we work on it over two 
years... 


I don't know... Oh, listen, it's too difficult... I expected to have it for a 
semester, it bothers me... and then, all that... You shouldn't have 
touched the cinema. Me, I'm desperate about all that... it's too 
difficult. 


Well... so there you have it, image-perception. [54:00] So this is a 
new theme that we will be addressing. 


What is image-perception in cinema? And I say right away, because 
there it will have to be... it's going to be difficult, a bit difficult 
sometimes... I say right away that I would like to consider three floors, 
because it's confusing. It's very difficult. I would say that on a first 
floor we will see a first level, we will see that there can be two poles. 


I call it to better search for words. But it is just to divide our research, 
that we will first distinguish two poles of the image-perception. And 
we will realize that it's good, it's good, oh yes it's good... but it's not 
enough yet. [55:00] And each time there will undoubtedly be 
filmmakers who... and I don't want to say that some are better than 
others, I'm quite unable to say, it's all so beautiful so... 


And then, we will distinguish a second level where there will no 
longer be two poles of the image-perception but two systems of 
perception. And then, we are going to realize that things are not going 
well yet or that it could be something else again... And there, we will 
distinguish not two systems or two poles but two states of perception. 
I say this only as a point of reference. 


So, what I start immediately are the two poles of the image- 
perception. In what sense can we say that there are [56:00] two poles 
of the perception image? There, Bergson gave us an indication at least. 
It's what ? It is that in effect there are two poles of images-perception 
since there are perceptions-things and there are perceptions which are 
those that I have of things. 


Things themselves are perceptions. In what sense? Not at all in the 
sense — once again I remind you of this misinterpretation not to do... 


Not at all in the sense that I would say that things are my perceptions 
but because things in themselves, from the point of view of 
movement-image are total perceptions. And that the perceptions that I 
have of a thing are partial perceptions. [Pause] [57:00] Good, but 
that's already quite complicated... the thing is a... Let's say, much 
more simply, we're going to start from an attempt there... where you 
have to agree to grant me everything, even if you take it from me 
afterwards. 


We must start from something much simpler on the two poles of the 
image. What would an objective image be and what would a 
subjective image be? And there, we must not be very demanding, we 
would have to be content with a very narrowly nominal definition. A 
nominal definition, that is to say extrinsic, as opposed to what is 
called in logic 
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real definitions which are intrinsic definitions, interior to the thing 
defined. The purely extrinsic definition... what would I say? [58:00] 
What is a subjective image? It is the image of a whole as seen from the 
perspective of someone who is part of that whole. Well, I give myself 
that as the definition of the subjective image. See what I mean to 
spare me endless discussions. I'm not going to say the objective image 
is an image without a point of view. Does it exist, an image without a 
point of view? 


We do not know. Under what conditions? It's already too much for us. 


So we have to talk about something much more modest. I say, in any 
case, objective or subjective image, they refer to a point of view, 
suppose. [59:00] But I would say that the image is subjective when it 
is the image of a set that refers to the point of view of someone who 
belongs to this set. I would say, of this someone that he belongs to this 
set that he perceives. There too, understand well, at what level of the 
problem we are. I refrain from involving, in any case directly, 
subjective factors of the type: dream, memory, hallucination. It would 
be too easy. If I did, it was because the word subject has a lot of 
meaning. If I directly involve factors of dreams, hallucinations, 
memories. 


[Pause] [60:00] I am no longer in the conditions of my study. I am no 
longer concerned with perception-images as such, I am concerned 
with something completely different, I am concerned with dream- 


images, memory-images, of which I have no idea what the relation to 
the image-perception. 


So there, when I use subjective image, it cannot refer to images of 
dreams or memories, from the point of view that interests me. This is 
the previously narrowly defined frame of the image-perception. If I 
bring in dreams, hallucinations or anything, it will simply be in the 
form of a factor acting on perception. But I did not consider... I am not 
at all there, at a time when I could consider the problem of the dream- 
image or the problem of the memory-image in the cinema. This is why 
I [61:00] say: Well, I call for the moment in a purely nominal way, I 
call subjective image the image of a whole as it is seen by someone 
who belongs or which is part of this set. We know subjective images 
like that in the cinema. Moreover, they are marked with a kind of 
splendour. And they started very quickly in the cinema. Here too I cite 
examples... 


First example. Subjective perception, with this time, given what I have 
just said, an active factor. An active factor, since everything reacts 
there. There is an active factor which acts indirectly on perception. I 
cite two cases: [62:00] the dance or the party seen by someone who 
participates in it. See that the active factor is strong. For example, the 
carnival seen by someone who is on the merry-go-round. This can give 
subjective perceptions, that is, splendid perception-images. Or the 
dance, the dance hall with all the dancers seen by a dancer. Wonder ! 
One is a famous example from Epstein, the other is a famous example 
from L'Herbier.13 There you have it, the first example I would say: 
subjective perception with an active factor. 


I give a third, because it is also so beautiful and it is a great classic, 
[63:00] 


a film linked to German Expressionism, namely a film by Dupont, 
Variétés.14 Famous image where the whole circus hall is seen by the 
trapeze acrobat in full motion. Prodigious image where the subjective 
perception is inseparable from a very strong active dynamic factor. 
Since the subject that belongs to the circus ensemble is itself in 
motion, just like the dancer 
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just now was itself in motion. And the image of Dupont, the images of 
Variétés, there are splendid, splendid... There you have it, a first case 
of image-perception with an active factor. 


Image-perception with a perceptual factor, that is to say the doubled 
perception, in a way. 


It is the famous image [64:00] which is always quoted, in all the 
histories of cinema, of Gance in La Roue 15 , which passes for being 
one of the first subjective images in the sense of the perception 
launched by the movie theater. Namely, the hero, who received I 
believe, but yes, more or less, who received a jet of steam in his eyes, 
the hero, a railway conductor who received his jet of steam in his eyes 
and who has damaged eyes, so a perceptual factor there, of 
perception. We see his pipe, he takes his pipe and we see the pipe as 
he sees it, or as he is supposed to see it. Good, subjective image with 
perceptual factor. [ Cassette change] [1:04:55] 


Part 2 


Finally, subjective perception with an affective factor. There is an 
image that I find very [65:00] beautiful, which is in Fellini's film The 
White Sheik16. There's the bride there, you know, who's in love, who's 
vaguely in love, with the actor from the photo novel. And then, she 
arrives at the place of work... there, photo novel, photo novel 
shooting. And he's dressed as a sheik. And we are shown it as she is 
supposed to see it. And that gives, he's like... Fellini obviously used 
lenses, he put everything in, he did everything... A very, very, very 
skilful image. And it looks, it feels like... the hero of the photo novel 
is completely up in a huge tree [66:00] and he's swinging dangerously 
there on some kind of support and... and he's got all the proportions , 
is not it, gigantic of a hero, of a hero at the top of an immense tree. 
Then, succeeds afterwards, what I call the objective image. What I 
really call the objective image, in nominal conditions, in very, very 
conditions... where I don't complicate things for myself. I call the 
objective image... well yes, what is going on? Suddenly, in fact, it is 
no longer the image of the hero as seen by the young woman. But we 
see that in fact he is on a small swing, very close to the ground. And 
let him swing miserably there... he doesn't need to fall from the huge 
tree. In fact, he has forty centimeters to do for... Good. [67:00] 


Passage from the subjective image to the objective image. 


Sometimes the order is reversed. In the case of Gance, we were shown 
the pipe and the character in objective image, before showing us the 
subjective image of the pipe. Good. Now, the only thing that I note is 
that if I stop at this, I therefore have my two definitions: I call 
subjective image once again the image seen, the image of a set seen by 
someone who is part of the whole and an objective image... not at all 
an image without a point of view, that, I could not yet give myself 
such a difficult notion... but the image of a whole seen from a point of 
view outside this set. 


Now, there is already a first evidence [68:00] for us. Namely that, if I 
define in this way, if I start from such simple definitions of the 
objective image and the subjective image, one does not stop passing 
into the other and vice versa. And it's even the good times of cinema. 


And the example that I gave of Lubitsch earlier is a very clear passage 
from the objective pole to the subjective pole. He begins by framing 
with... by making us see the military parade in the interval between 


the crutch and the remaining leg. As presented in this first 
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plan, I would say that the image is objective. She's completely twisted, 
she's weird: cropped below the waist, [69:00] and you can see the 
show through that. It is therefore a very curious aesthetic point of 
view. It doesn't matter, it doesn't matter that the point of view is 
bizarre. In this first plan, it is not part of the set that is presented. It 
does not belong to the set presented, it is therefore an objective image 
- however artistic it may be, however aesthetic it may be. Second 
plane. This perception which seemed to us so esthete, so bizarre, is 
carried out by the cul-de-jatte. Ah! So that's it, there was a cul-de- 
jatte! And that's what he sees. The image has become a subjective 
image, that is to say the cul-de-jatte, in fact, is indeed part of the 
whole crowd/parade. 


We have gone from the image, we have gone [70:00] from an 
objective, or pseudo-objective, image to a subjective image. 
Conversely, we constantly go from a subjective image to an objective 
image. 


So what is this balance? Well, we're going to... we're going to take a 
very small leap. There is a swing of this type. Well, that clearly 
indicates that, in a certain way, it is necessary to find a status at these 
two poles and at the passage from one pole to the other. 


Now, here is this status... the technique of cinema offers it to us. And 
she gives it to us in a weird way. This is therefore a new step in our 
analysis. She offers it to us under a scene, under a famous form: shot- 
reverse shot. For what ? [71:00] It's because... shot-reverse shot, it's 
the place of a very extraordinary encounter. It is the place of an 
encounter between spatial determinations and psychological 
determinations. For what ? Spatially, and this is indeed the origin of 
shot-reverse shot... Spatially, the reverse shot is the symmetrical 
inverse of a shot. Or, if you prefer, it's really the most rudimentary 
definitions... it's two shots in opposite directions with respect to the 
same spatial plane. 


Good. There, Mitry it seems to me... Jean Mitry has good pages when 
he says, the great moment was when this shot-reverse shot spatial 
structure, this shot-reverse shot spatial cinematographic structure, 
encountered a determination of a completely different [ 72:00] nature, 
namely looked-looking. So there, it was something very important. For 


what ? It seems to me that what was very important was that the 
objective image and the subjective image could receive a firmer 
status. In what sense to receive a firmer status? So, I would have a 
question, because Mitry assigns the meeting of these two characters, 
shot-reverse shot, spatial determination, looked-looking 
determination... Do you see what I mean? Yes... I'm still going too 
fast. 


Field: you take a character who is watching in the field. And then 
[73:00] reverse shot: you take what he is looking at. Well... Well, 
Mitry says: those who really did... maybe not invent but those who 
really... raised to the status of great cinematographic means this 
double aspect of shot-reverse shot is Expressionism German. And he 
cites examples, he cites many examples. For example shot-reverse shot 
in... there is a famous case, it is in Murnau's Tartuffel7. But, long 
before that, he also cites Variétés... Variétés by Dupond there, as 
being a great moment when shot-reverse shot marries the looked- 
looking structure. 


But I wonder, I will need it... that's just a question. I say to myself, no, 
it's not possible, it would have to be something else... Namely, it 
would have to be in the western, 
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Exactly, let it be done. [74:00] It would have to be in the western for 
that to be done... 


than the shot, the cowboy, who looks at the reverse shot, what he 
looks at. Because it would interest me a lot, if it were in the western... 
because it would be a confirmation that the western can only be 
defined as a genre, a genre of film, where image-perception 
dominates. 


So, so... there you go. It would have to be, well, it would have to be 
shown that... I hope... that would be in the first westerns. Fine, but 
whatever. We act as if. 


So what's going on? You capture the image of someone watching. 


It is an objective image. Indeed, it is from a point of view outside the 
whole image. 


So it is an objective image but it is already subjective [75:00] since it 


presents itself as the image of a viewer. And then, reverse shot: you go 
to the other side, to the inverse symmetry, namely what he is looking 
at. This time you have a subjective image...subjective yes and no. 
Maybe, not necessarily... It is very subjective if what you are shown is 
what he is looking at... as he sees it, as he looks at it, as he sees it. It 
can be more or less subjective. And at the limit, it can be objective if 
you are given to guess and choose what the character you have just 
seen in the field is looking at. 


So there too, in my second determination [76:00] shot-against-shot... 
See that I keep wandering from one pole to the other, from the 
objective pole to the subjective pole of the image- perception. So that 
finally, the idea there, the idea of... what do we arrive at? So far we 
can follow, it seems to me, quite well Jean Mitry. That amounts to 
saying that the key image of cinema, from the point of view of the 
image-perception, is what should be called a semi-subjective, semi- 
subjective image. 


So, it's interesting how he defines the semi-objective image as being 
the current image in cinema, the one that has imposed itself. Not 
everywhere, not always. The semi-subjective image can be considered 
moments of the subjective-image. But in any case the subjective 
images, [77:00] or the objective images, they will only form singular 
moments in a film. 


Let's all assume that. I really want to go very gradually! The current 
Whole will be given by semi-subjective images. What does it mean ? 
So semi-subjective, it takes this well into account: it is the reciprocal 
becoming. The subjective image which becomes objective, which is 
always capable of becoming objective... The objective image which is 
always capable of becoming subjective. But it must have a status 
consistent with the semi-subjective image. 


There, as the phenomenologists say, what would be? I say, as 
phenomenologists say, you have to... shouldn't you say a kind of... or 
do the concept linked to the camera? So a kind of being-with, not 
being in the place of... of the character... [78:00] 


Being-with, a being-with of the camera. This being-with of the camera 
which would then define a position of equilibrium of the semi- 
subjective image and which would explain that, from then on, the 
subjective image can always become objective... the objective image 
can always become subjective , etc. This being-with, this situation like 
this status of the semi-subjective image, we would find it in what 
figures?18 
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First figure. The camera behind [79:00] the character. And there, it is 
very important in the history of cinema. We can clearly see the 
importance that Murnau had, for example. Great importance of the 
position of the camera in the back. But with many others, in German 
Expressionism... Very, very frequent this position of the camera 
behind the character, with all the effects that it can give. And then, 
another figure. Because there are several figures for the image, if we 
try to give consistency. See my problem. 


What consistency does the semi-subjective image have, independently 
of the fact that it ensures the circulation, the transformation of the 
objective image into a subjective image and of the subjective into an 
objective image? What is its consistency, independently of this role of 
conversion, of transmission? Well then I say, camera in the back of the 
character. 


Another example. What we call, or what we called - I don't know if it's 
still used - 


closed-circuit traveling. The closed-circuit tracking shot was when... 
or it is when... there is not only mobility of the camera but when 
mobility has acquired an additional degree. That is to say, it no longer 
follows a character, it [80:00] wanders among a set, it wanders in the 
set, in the closed set. For example, the camera that wanders among 
the dancers, the camera that wanders among the tables in a 
restaurant. That was fundamental, for the mobility of the camera. 
When it ceased to be a camera that follows to become a camera that... 
that moves among. See, it's a whole other level of mobility. Well, you 
could say: there you go, that's the semi-subjective image. Only, here it 
is, problem, huge problem once again. We do not have a status of the 
semi-subjective image by that. 


If one says, well yes, [81:00] the perception-image... see exactly 
where I am, because it looks like... it gets complicated because... in a 
way obstinate Iam my problem, that's what I want you to understand. 
If I start from the idea of the image-perception with two poles - 


objective and subjective - defined in a very nominal, very verbal 
way... And there, do not criticize me on these definitions, it is a 
starting point. We will see that we will not stop at these definitions, of 
course... We realize, from this distinction of the two poles, we realize 
that there is an image as not only bipolar - the semi-subjective image - 


but that this image has a consistency in itself. Consistency attested by 
the technical means that produce it. 


Well, what we need... is, for us, a conceptual status of the [82:00] 
semi-subjective image. 


But here we are, the hypothesis that I would make, that is where... but 
once again, it is only the beginning of our analysis... I would say, as 
regards that, and if we pose the problem: what could be the status of 
the semi-subjective image, such as - we have just seen - that the 
cinema was capable of producing, of obtaining it? I would say... yes, 
it is obviously not in Mitry that ends his analysis, but there, it is 
perhaps the moment to look into a very curious theory by Pasolini. 


And this very curious theory - the time that I try to explain it because 
me, it strikes me enormously, it is an obscure theory it seems to me... 
but it is the essence of the thought, it seems to me, that this is the 
essential and the most original of Pasolini's [83:00] thought on 
cinema. 


Not only on his own, but on the way he sees the cinema of others. It is 
when he tries to launch a notion which is exactly... which is 
approximately, not exactly, since he does not use this word exactly... 
indirect free subjective image. 
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Indirect free subjective image. I say this... Understand, I announce to 
try to save you from... I say this: if one manages, thanks to Pasolini, to 
give an understanding of what these multiplied, barbaric, complicated 
terms can be... this free subjective image indirect - if we manage to 
understand what he means, maybe we will have a status of the image- 
perception 


[84:00] as perpetually passing from the objective pole to the 
subjective, from the subjective pole to the objective pole. And maybe 
that will make us make a big progress. Only, it's not all that! Because 
that supposes that I first explain to you how Pasolini understands it 
himself. And then that I then explain to you how I understand 
Pasolini. Voila. And then, what will come out of all this. And then 
you, how do you understand it. 


Because all I can say is this: I take the starting point of Pasolini. And 
what it does is that it borrows the notion in question, the notion that 


is our current concern... it seems to borrow it from linguistics. Which 
of course is very boring. But he himself does not want it. [85:00] We'll 
see why he doesn't want to. But he borrows it from linguistics because 
linguistics seems to offer him a distinction between three things in 
discourse. So it is indeed in the analysis of discourse that he finds the 
source of his notion, which he will develop in the cinema.19 When I 
say discourse, it is already more linguistics. You will understand why. 


And he tells us: Bah, yes, in discourse... we distinguish three types of 
discourse. A distinction is made between direct speech, indirect speech 
and free indirect speech. Well, that's what you have to understand. 


Direct speech is someone [86:00] speaks and he speaks in his name. 
Well, that's well known. 


Indirect speech is when I say: “He said it was cold”. Or when I even 
say: “I say it’s cold”. Indirect speech, everyone knows direct speech 
and indirect speech. 


Free indirect speech. It's curious, in French it's quite rare and very 
literary. But all those who are - and here, my remark is very important 
- all the grammarians who have dealt with free indirect speech specify 
that it has a fundamental importance in the following languages: 
Italian, German, Russian. And that even there is much more richness, 
obviously, than in French. [87:00] But still, I'll give an example in 
French. 


So, I try to calculate it, my example... He tells her, he tells her that we 
shouldn't undertake this journey, [Pause] and that..., and that... 
[Pause] 


Student: [Inaudible; he tries to help Deleuze] 


Deleuze: No, no! Oh, well no! Leave me! Ah! If you put a period now, 
I... and that this approach was risky. That's why I don't want a point 
there! That's, that's the indirect style. He told him that [88:00] this 
trip was too dangerous and that this step was risky. So there, period. 
Point. But she was not born yesterday, she would avoid all dangers, 
she would know how to take precautions. [Pause] Period. I wasn't 
convinced by all his, by all these... See, you go on there... by all his 
protestations. 


19 


So. You see that the second sentence is free indirect speech. It makes 
sense on its own. 


It's... [89:00] what is it? It is something that has to do with the 
sentence that the person concerned, to whom I am speaking, was 
supposed to, would be supposed to answer. It's not direct speech, it's 
not indirect speech. I told her that the trip would be dangerous and 
that she should not do it. Ah, she was not born yesterday, she would 
take all her precautions. I was not convinced by his protests. Between 
the two, there was a free indirect discourse. 


What is this ? 


We will say in the simplest way: free indirect discourse represents a 
kind of contamination, or contraction, of two discourses. The speech 
of the one, of someone [90:00] who speaks and the speech of someone 
who reports. GOOD. [ Break] 


GOOD. Why then ? Let's solve a problem about which Pasolini speaks 
very well. He is fascinated by that, Pasolini. But why ? What interests 
me is already why, as a man of cinema, he is fascinated by that. 
Because he is fascinated by this as an author, literary author and 
particularly, Italian literary author - since he thinks that free indirect 
speech is a fundamental form in the Italian language - but he is also 
fascinated as a man of cinema . For what ? 


As an author, or as a lover of literature, Pasolini is fascinated for a 
very simple reason. That's what he says, it's obvious that in Italian it 
matters a lot more than in any other language. [91:00] Because 
Italian, he says, is ultimately a language that has no middle language. 
The Italian, he never really made his homogenization. There is an 
average looking tongue. It is a language that still lives on two extreme 
poles: a literary pole and a vulgar pole - a vulgar pole which can, for 
example, divide itself into all kinds of dialects. That is to say a "high" 
pole and, without any pejorative nuance, a "low" pole. 


What happened to very "high" French, that is to say this centralization 
which made an average French which, finally, ended up being a 
language common to an illiterate person and to Victor Hugo... in 
Italian, it is not is not as [92:00] pronounced. In German, there would 
indeed be - in all the languages where there is discourse like that, 
there is much less, there is not... there is not the imposition of a 
middle language. He saw why free indirect speech... [Recording 
pause] [Pause] [1:32:16] 


...So that in free indirect discourse, what will there be? I always stay 
at the level of speech. According to him, there will be... Oh dear! 
Forgive me, it's urgent! I have to go to the secretariat, it takes me a 
minute. [ Pause recording] [1:32:50] 


It is only apparently a borrowing from linguistics. Because it is 
obvious that, [Diverse noises from outside] [93:00] as Pasolini has just 
defined it and as it must be defined, free indirect discourse is not a 
linguistic category. It is, as the linguists themselves say very well, a 
stylistic category. 


But in the end, if I understand correctly - because once again it is a 
thesis, it seems to me, very, very complex of Pasolini's - if I understand 
Pasolini's thesis correctly, it would amount to telling us, from the 
point where we are there - that is to say from this very general 
characterization of the 
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free indirect discourse - it would amount to telling us: the image- 
perception in the cinema is not exclusively - you understand, there too 
it is full of nuances... not exclusively - 


the image-perception [94:00] in the cinema, not exclusively but in a 
privileged way, is what could be called a free indirect subjective. 


But what does a free indirect subjective no longer relate to discourse 
but to the movement-image mean? This is where it becomes both 
important for us, interesting for us, and very difficult. But always, 
then, always, if I understand correctly, this is what this free indirect 
image would be, this free indirect subjective. Suppose a character, 
[95:00] or characters, whose filmmaker claims to show us how they 
see the world themselves. Alright, here, here. 


First Level: the filmmaker wants us to see how x, y, such and such 
characters see the world. Normally, one could say: it is a subjective 
image, then. Or, if you prefer, a direct image I would say, a subjective 
image or a direct image. Let us specify: they want to make us see, how 
a "neurotic", says Pasolini in his text, how a neurotic sees the world. 
Here, neurotic! Why is it happening there? [96:00] It happens, it 
seems to me, exactly under the conditions, fortunately, that I had set 
earlier, taking my precautions. It is not a question of introducing a 
neurotic image. It is a question of introducing neurosis as a factor 
acting on perception. 


Well, for example, it is certain that obsession acts on perception. So 
let's accept, we don't mind that. It is indeed about the image- 
perception, insofar as it undergoes effects which can be those of 
neurosis. So, in this first level, the filmmaker proposes to show us the 
world as it is seen by such a neurotic character. If with that, it would 
be direct speech or, if you prefer, direct subjective image. [97:00] Or 
it could be an indirect image. One would have to conclude, from the 
images presented, the way the neurotic sees. That would be possible 
too. But by the way, there is a second level according to Pasolini. 


What is the second level? It is no longer the subjective perception of 
the supposed character, the neurotic. It is, and here I am using 
another word, it is the critical consciousness of the camera. It's critical 
consciousness, it's more subjective perception, it's cinema- 
consciousness, the second level. These are the two levels of Pasolini. 


What does critical awareness of the camera mean? [98:00] 
Understand already, that seems very, very interesting to me because, 
if you find a way to ensure a kind of contamination, of short circuit, 
from one level to another, what what are you going to have? You are 
going to have an operation by which the cinema becomes aware of 
itself through a subjective image of the character, and where the 
character becomes aware of itself, or takes a kind of distance with 
regard to itself - Brechtian aspect of the operation - through critical 
consciousness. 


See where I'm coming from. And it is Pasolini who takes us there. We 
are no more, we are already no more... we have already gone beyond 
our too restricted point of view of the beginning. We are no longer at 
two poles of perception, subjective image - objective image. We are at 
a couple that has evolved. The couple has become subjective 
perception - critical consciousness 


[99:00] of cinema... Subjective perception of the character - critical 
awareness of cinema. THE 
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cinema will become aware of itself, that is to say, will posit itself, will 
become aware of itself through subjective vision. And the subjective 
vision will rise to a higher level through cinematic consciousness. 
That's curious! Well, it has to become concrete, how to do? And now 
Pasolini, very discreet in this regard, does not take examples from his 
own work. He says: it's true, you are not forced to make... free indirect 


subjective image. 


You have everything... you can make films independently of that, and 
even very beautiful ones! 


Him, that's what interests him, we can't take that away from him. It is 
because, this is how he will define what he calls “poetry cinema” by 
[100:00] opposition to “prose cinema”. 


Prose cinema is a cinema that operates by direct or indirect image. 
The cinema of poetry, and that seems to me the only way of 
understanding the distinction that Pasolini makes between cinema of 
prose and cinema of poetry... the cinema of poetry is the one that 
proceeds by this double operation, by this contamination which 
defines the indirect free subjective image. Well, but then, but then... 
Technically, what does that mean? You have to... Well, he takes three 
examples. He takes Antonioni Le Désert rouge 20, Bertolucci Prima 
della rivoluzione 21 and he takes Godard, it seems to me, there, 
without referring to anything in particular... Godard in general. 


[101 :00] 


I say, it is not that his interpretations are accurate. It will at least 
teach us better what he calls indirect free subjective image. And he 
says this, there are two procedures in this cinema. There are two 
processes. The two stages of this operation are... Firstly, I would say, a 
kind of shift or duplication of perception. And secondly, second 
procedure, we must not make him say more than what he tells us... 
because we are going to want to say right away: "Ah yes, we see right 
away what East ! The second process is what he calls, Pasolini, the 
“obsessive framing” or the motionless shot. Obsessive framing or 
[102:00] motionless shot. And it is these two processes according to 
him, duplication or multiplication of perception and obsessive 
framing, which will make it possible to define the free indirect image, 
the free indirect subjective image. 


I read the text. It's taken from an article, "The cinema of poetry", 
which you find at Payot in the book The heretical experience, page 
148 and following... "The two times of this operation..." 


- and what he claims to say there... he claims that must be equally 
valid for Antonioni, Bertolucci and Godard... obviously, no doubt, for 
others as well - "The two stages of this operation are: firstly, the 
successive bringing together of two points of view, the difference of 
which is negligible [103:00] on the same image. “Look! Bringing 


together two points of view with small differences on the same image. 
“That is to say, the succession of two shots that frame the same piece 
of reality, first up close, then a little further away or first from the 
front, then a little more obliquely. Or, finally, quite simply on the 
same axis but with two different objectives. There is an insistence that 
becomes obsessive. There is an insistence that becomes obsessive. 
There you have it, the first process that I am summarizing: shifting 
and multiplication of perception in two. 


Second, "The technique, [104:00] of moving the characters in and out 
of the frame, and making the editing, in a haunting way" - you see, the 
repetition of the word haunting - 


“and which makes the montage, obsessively at times, consist of a 
series of tableaux that we can qualify as informal. Pictures where the 
characters enter, say or do something 
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thing and then exit, again leaving the painting to its pure and absolute 
significance as a painting, which is followed by another analogous 
painting where the characters then enter, etc. So that the world 
appears to be ruled by a myth of pure pictorial beauty that the 
characters invade, it is true, but by submitting to the rules of this 
beauty, instead of profaning them by their presence. » 


There, he says it very well. [105:00] See that in these processes, which 
he describes himself as obsessive, it is because we have, in fact, gone 
from the two poles - objective and subjective of perception 


- to another couple already: subjective perception echoed and in 
resonance with a consciousness-cinema. Awareness-cinema, with a 
little hyphen. 


What is the law of the contamination of both? Obviously, it's that 
there's going to have to be an enunciable relationship between 
subjective perception... for example, well, characters enter and leave 
the frame, as he says... and the frame is worth as a painting, and will 
remain after the characters have left. And then a new frame, and 
maybe other characters, or the same ones, come in and out, and the 
frame remains. You have, there, a consciousness fixed [106:00] 
camera. 


Well, well... I can't say everything at once, it's my misfortune! 


Consciousness fixed camera. 


But that's great! Is it not the little thread which, within the movement- 
image, will perhaps allow us - much later, and with other problems - 
to get out of this first kind of image which is the movement-image? 
So, consciousness fixed camera and movement. Non-stop movement of 
characters leaving the frame, entering the frame, leaving the frame, 
entering another frame, etc. There, a kind of contamination occurs 
between the world as it is seen by the characters in the frame and the 
frame itself, acting as critical consciousness, that is to say as an 
operation that passes through the subjective image at the same time as 
the subjective image rises to a higher level. 


Under what conditions? [107:00] These are enunciable relationships 
between these two levels. The level of the subjective image of the 
neurotic character and the level of critical camera awareness. 


So, what could this relationship be? For Antonioni, he suggests to us 
about the Red Desert, and indeed he takes examples where a 
character, or one of the main characters, is a neurotic. There, the text 
is very, very well done. He tells us: finally, the level of the camera- 
consciousness in Antonioni in Le Désert rouge is fundamentally an 
aesthetic consciousness that operates in tableaux. It's an aesthetic 
conscience, the whole esthete side, good. 


At Bertolucci, he tells us: you will find the same thing in appearance. 
[108:00] For example the static shots on a river. Or, the static shots 
on the streets of Parma, which will play the same role. But this time, it 
is not the camera-consciousness, that is to say the second level does 
not present itself as an aesthetic consciousness. Bertolucci expects 
much more. 


There, it's a kind of... suggests, Pasolini suggests... it's a kind of 
contamination between the neurosis of the character - it's about a 
neurotic in this precise case - the neurosis of the character and the 
neurosis proper by Bertolucci. Obviously, this is mean for Bertolucci, 
he means something else. Let's do better, it's not exactly the fixed- 
camera consciousness, it no longer acts as an aesthetic consciousness 
in the manner of Antonioni, and there I would say much more as a 
reflective consciousness. 
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With Godard, [109:00] you just have to look for nuances. Well, that's 


something else again. Consciousness fixes the camera, when it 
presents itself there, under the same conditions, it will act as 
consciousness. And there, Pasolini says it very well... He has a passage 
and a sentence about Godard that says it very, very well. Godard 
imposes no imperatives on himself. “In the culture of Godard, there is 
something brutal. He does not conceive of the elegy because, as a 
Parisian, he cannot be touched by such a provincial and peasant 
feeling. Nor does he conceive, for the same reason, of Antonioni's 
formal classicism. He is both post-Impressionist and in no way 
possesses that old sensuality stagnating in the marginal conservative 
Pado-Roman era” — for Bertolucci all that — “even if it is very 
Europeanized, Godard did not impose any moral imperative on 
himself. He feels neither the normality, [110:00] nor the normativity 
of Marxist commitment, nor the bad academic conscience. His vitality 
knows neither restraint, nor modesty, nor scruple. She reconstructs the 
world within herself. Also, she is cynical about herself. Godard's 
poetics is ontological, it is called cinema. Its formalism is therefore a 
technicality. » 


You see, the answer would be: No, in the case of Godard, it is not the 
aesthetician consciousness in the manner of Antonioni in Le Désert 
rouge. It is not reflexive consciousness in the manner of Bertolucci. It 
is a technical consciousness which will then take charge of a kind of 
poetry and which will take on the role of the cinema of poetry. 


Well, okay, fine. Okay...it's very obscure. I would almost say, we want 
to extend. There, I found a little thing, so I report it because that 
leaves me in a kind of stupor. I was given a number of Cahiers 
Renaud-Barrault where there is an article 


[111:00] by Eric Rohmer from 1977. 22 Now, Eric Rohmer... I think 
he is very important, his films are very important. But my mystery is 
this, it is that Rohmer's text is called: "The film and the three planes of 
discourse: indirect / direct / hyper direct". 


Whatever he calls hyper direct has nothing to do with free indirect. 
But it seems to me very curious that Rohmer launches his categories, 
and that he makes no, no reference to Pasolini's texts, which are 
nevertheless old, which are before 1977. So I say to myself: Is this 
because he doesn't know them? It seems unlikely to me, though, that 
he doesn't know him. As he reads a lot, and as he is a very, very 
great... he is not only a very great filmmaker, he is a very great 
Rohmer film critic. It's curious, he surely knows them. So [112:00] he 
must want to exclude any references to Pasolini because he feels he 
has something else to say. But in my opinion, not at all! In my 


opinion, it does not say anything else at all. 


So much so that Rohmer's text, which is very extraordinary, can only 
be understood with reference to Pasolini. Because Rohmer was at the 
point where, he thought, where he was perhaps already shooting La 
Marquise d'O... And he says: in literature, in Kleist's text, in Kleist's 
short story, there is something striking. It is the literary form of an 
indirect speech of a very particular type. And the importance of 
indirect speech of a very particular kind. And my problem, he says for 
La Marquise d’O, is how to render that. How to make that? He seems 
to say, only from the point of view of the dialogues. And there, by 
honesty, I say well, it speaks explicitly only of the dialogues. All his 
text shows, it seems to me, [113:00] that he obviously goes beyond 
the dialogues and that what he says also concerns movement-images. 
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And in my opinion, in La Marquise d'O, but also in moral tales,23 
Rohmer would form something like a fourth solution in Pasolini's 
scheme. Except that, it seems to me, Rohmer, I don't know if it's good 
or bad, it doesn't matter, it's not the aesthetic conscience of cinema 
either. No longer the perceptual consciousness of cinema. No longer 
the technical conscience of cinema. It is the moral conscience of 
cinema, it is the ethical conscience. It is no coincidence that his tales 
are precisely moral tales. And that La Marquise d'O is one more moral 
tale. 


But how does he get it then? That's good... There too, there is a whole 
problem, or a whole double level. What the characters do and what 
they say [114:00] entering the field and leaving the field treated as a 
painting. And the consciousness-camera, as it establishes the picture 
and the succession of pictures and the contamination between the two 
- that is to say the world as the Marquise sees it, which is in a very 
bizarre situation which acts on his perception, and the world as the 
camera shows it to us. Contamination between the two levels. 


So much so that, through the world as the Marquise sees it, it is 
literally the camera, the cinema that becomes aware of itself. And 
through the frame, as the camera operates it, it is the Marquise who 
becomes aware of herself. There is a kind of double operation there, 
by which the cinema needs... 


and that's it, and that would be what Pasolini would call the Cinema 
of Poetry. 


So whatever, if you want to... [115:00] There, I'm just pointing out 
the trends... I mean, that's exactly where I'm at, I mean... but I'm 
asking you to keep this as very confused. You may not have any 
trouble... For me, it's extremely confusing. As this is not how I would 
like to pursue the problem, I just wanted to mark the state of things as 
it seems to me to appear according to this theoretical conception of 
Pasolini, which seems to me very, very interesting. 


If I summarize, and what is our analysis for, I would say only this. I 
would say, if we start from a purely extrinsic definition, we can 
always define objective perception-images and subjective perception- 
images. But at that moment, we see that they keep passing into each 
other. From which takes all its consistency [116:00] a simple notion, 
namely that of the semi-subjective image. But the semi-subjective 
image does not just pass from one pole to the other. It must have its 
own consistency. An attempt. And I say nothing more. An attempt to 
fix the consistency of the semi-subjective image from the point of view 
of perception would be that of Pasolini - an attempt that he himself 
applies to other filmmakers. 


And there, in my example, I would try to apply it therefore, like 
Pasolini at 3, plus 1, namely Rohmer. And this status, when the semi- 
subjective image would take, would therefore be the status of a free 
indirect subjective [117:00]. And this free indirect subjective image 
would not be defined simply by the oscillation from the objective pole 
to the subjective pole and vice versa, but by the coexistence of two 
levels: subjective perception of the character on the one hand... ah 
yes, I specify... Subjective Perception of the character in movement on 
the one hand, on the other hand fixed consciousness of the camera. 


It would be necessary, for the semi-subjective image to be founded 
and for the two levels to communicate, that is to say, for there to be 
an enunciable relationship between the two, such that once again, 
[118:00 ] the camera becomes self-aware through the characters’ 
story, and the characters become aware of or distance themselves 
from their own perception depending on the 
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consciousness-camera. Now, if that were true... If that were true, that 
would consist in saying... at that moment, we have to find another 
definition than a simply extrinsic definition. 


See, finally, what did we do? We moved our duality. Instead of it 


being the duality of two poles, it became the duality of a subjective 
perception of the character and a fixed awareness of the camera. [ 
Break ; a student wants to ask a question] [119:00] 


Yes ? One second, yes just one second because... It became that. 
Hence the absolute need to reorganize everything. That is to say, 
okay, we need a real definition of objective and subjective. We will 
now start from a real definition and then we will see if that leads us 
down a similar path. There, I have the impression that, at the same 
time, we made a gain, thanks to Pasolini and then we find ourselves in 
a kind of impasse. Alright, what is this? This camera-consciousness, 
this cinema-consciousness on which there are, there are no 
filmmakers? What is it, this consciousness-cinema to which, in the 
end, everyone has claimed... even if it means conceiving it in a 
different way — in an aesthetic way, in a technical way, in a moral 
way, in a way... etc.? ? 


Very complicated ! What is this ? What will allow us? 


Hence, I am only doing... First level of my analysis: [120:00] objective 
/ subjective. 


Second level: it would simply be necessary to reach a real definition of 
the objective and the subjective. Now, the real definition, it seems 
very simple to me: it is as soon as we realize that subjective and 
objective do not simply refer to poles of perception but refer to two 
systems of perceptions. Understand what I gain. If it's no longer poles, 
but two systems of perception... well, yes, maybe one of the systems is 
effected by the consciousness-camera, while the other system is 
effected by what? Ah! And I have to let go of everything through the 
movement-image. But if the movement-image is effected by one of the 
systems, the other system will find itself in relation to which images? 
Ah well, okay! It's because, from the beginning, there was something 
other than movement-images. [121:00] Ah yes, but what? 


And how will the confrontation of the movement-image with this 
other thing than the movement-image take place? Yeah ? Well yes ? 
What did you mean? 


Student: [Question inaudible] 
Deleuze: As a narrator? It should not be ! 
Student: [Inaudible remark] 


Deleuze: Yeah... you could say that. Okay, we could say that... I'll tell 


you, for me it would seem very, very unfortunate to say that, but we 
can say it. Because it is absolutely not a storytelling problem. At the 
point where we are, there may be. I don't know, if we will ever meet 
one. But at the point where I am, for me it is absolutely not a problem 
of narration since it is a problem of pure perception. If you throw the 
narration on me, [122:00] the camera - and I think camera-awareness 
has nothing to do with either narration or non-narrative - it's a matter 
of perception . Namely, what I mean is something that I've been 
dragging along from the start but that we haven't started yet. This is 
an eye problem and no story, no narration. An eye problem... I mean 
what? The camera is not a more perfect human eye. If it's an eye, it's a 
non-human eye. It is a non-human eye. 
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What does it mean ? Does that mean an animal eye? No, that doesn't 
mean an animal eye. An animal eye is an animal eye, not a non- 
human eye. Can we give to... depending on the camera... to the 
expression or the idea of a non-human eye a real meaning? That's why 
I would need others... I don't claim, I wouldn't be able to, to write a 
continuous history of cinema. If there is someone who, for example, 
has linked the cinema-consciousness to the position [123:00] and to 
the invention of a non-human eye as such, it is no longer on the side 
of Pasolini and modern cinema that should be sought, it is on the side 
of Vertov. So, whether there is a Vertov-Godard line on it, we can 
always make the branches we want. It is obvious that there is a 
Vertov-Godard line. 


But him, it's not... and so if I quote him right now... by advancing on 
what I have left to do, it's that... it's that we can't... it's not a 
storytelling problem for him. 


It's really, in what sense and in what way, does the camera effect or 
invent an eye that will have to be called... Not at all an eye that rivals 
or with which, yes, that would represent an improvement. It's not 
about seeing what man can't see, that's not the cine-eye, that's not it. 
The cine-eye is really the making of a non-human eye. But what is a 
non-human eye? At that time, yes... if I dare [124:00] 


say it all, you'll see what's going to happen. It's enough... I would like 
you to feel that, that our two levels... here... and then I leave you 
because it's all too complicated, you see. 


We started from two poles of perception. Now these two poles have 


been transformed into a pair: perception-consciousness. Subjective 
perception of the character - fixed awareness of the camera. Feel that 
it would not be necessary to pursue the analysis much to arrive at... 
Well, the image-perception, the subjective perception, it is worth there 
as image-movement. It is that of the characters leaving the frame, 
entering the frame, etc. This is where the movement-image has now 
taken refuge. So what is the fixed consciousness of cinema? It's what ? 


This by what? [125:00] And the two are...they are inseparable. Well 
yes! What will take us out of any necessity for a movement-image is at 
the same time something that remains absolutely the correlate of the 
movement-image. What is the movement-image? The movement- 
image, I would say now... it is a first level. 


See, I am transforming my levels. Image-movement. Now I no longer 
say the subjective perception of the character. No more need, since it 
is the character as he enters, leaves, re-enters the frame etc. It's the 
movement-image in fact, that's it. The movement-image is linked, 
perhaps, to the characters. Here, it is linked to the characters! But 
then, the fixed consciousness of the camera which, in fact, is however 
correlative of the movement-image, strictly the correlative, it is linked 
to what? What was the movement-image? The movement-image is an 
average image and, as an average, it is endowed with movement. 


[126:00] So many frames per second. This is the movement-image. 
And a close-up is not a photogram, except in certain cases. But a 
classic close-up is a moving image. So many frames per second. This is 
the movement-image: the movement-image is the average image 
defined by so many photograms per second. 


What is cinema consciousness? It is the work on photogram. Let's 
suppose... It's not, it's not exclusive of other things. It could be that, it 
could be that. What is the fixed consciousness of the camera? What 
you can do with a photogram. I mean, my two levels 


27 


represent a triple displacement. What am I going from the movement- 
image to? [127:00] First level: average image. Second level: still 
photogram. First level: movement. 


Second level: interval between movements. [Pause] It is no 
coincidence that Vertov calls for a theory of intervals. Third 
determination. First level: camera. 


Second level: Assembly table. Editing table that allows photogram 
work. 


OK, but I'm saying too much. I mean, our levels would distribute like 
this, then. [ Break] 


[128:00] The confrontation that we are looking for would then 
become the confrontation between the average image - which as an 
average is fundamentally endowed with cinematographic movements - 
and on the other hand the interval photogram referring to the table 
assembly, which returns another type of image. And it will be the 
confrontation of the two. I really believe that, even in the cinema, the 
first to have made the confrontation of the two levels, where we then 
find the idea of Pasolini, but in a completely different way, of a 
cinema critical conscience which confronts the image-movement and 
of the image-movement which confronts the critical conscience of 
cinema... at that moment, it was Vertov. 


But then, something wonderful happens. It is no longer a question of 
criticizing the movement-image of cinema by saying it is false 
movement, [129:00] it is an illusion. 


That was our Bergsonian starting point, you remember. It's not about 
saying that anymore. 


It's about criticizing the movement-image of cinema by saying that's 
not cinema yet. 


It's real movement, but that's not yet cinema. Everything changed ! I 
mean criticism has become internal to the cinema. This is no longer a 
film review. It is a criticism carried out by the cinema. It is up to the 
cinema itself to criticize the movement-image. And it is not the 
image... the critique of the movement-image that constitutes a 
critique of cinema. 


That's it, but it's getting more and more confusing. 


So we stop... Here, here! No questions ? The questions will be... but 
I'll come back next time. [2:09:56] 


Notes 


1 Naissance d'une nation (The Birth of a Nation) is an American film 
written, produced and directed by D. W. Griffith, released in 1915. 


2 The Battleship Potemkin is a silent Soviet film directed by Sergei 
Eisenstein, released in 1925. 


3 Jean Mitry (1904-1988) was a French film historian, critic and 
theoretician. The book in question here is Aesthetics and Psychology 
of Cinema, Editions Universitaires, Paris, 1963. 


4 The Man I Killed (Broken Lullaby) is an American film directed by 
Ernst Lubitsch in 1932, starring Lionel Barrymore and Phillips 
Holmes. The film is inspired by a play by Maurice Rostand, whose title 
it takes. 


5 Deleuze quotes Mitry and the Lubitsch scene in the second chapter 
of Cinema 1: The Movement-Image. 


6 Doctor Mabuse the Gambler (Doktor Mabuse, der Spieler) is a 
German film in two parts by Fritz Lang released in 1922 (First part: 
The Gambler, a picture of our time, second part: Inferno, a play about 
the men of this time). The film is also known in French as Le Docteur 
Mabuse and Mabuse le 
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player. Adapted from the novel by Norbert Jacques, Doctor Mabuse is 
a painting of German society under the Weimar Republic. Fritz Lang 
portrays Doctor Mabuse, a criminal genius whose ambition is to 
extend his power to the entire city of Berlin and to all men. Lang 
made a sequel, Le Testament du Docteur Mabuse (Das Testament des 
Dr. Mabuse), released in 1933, followed by a final feature, made in 
1960, Le Diabolic Docteur Mabuse. 


7 The Passion of Joan of Arc is a French film directed by Carl Theodor 
Dreyer in 1927 with Renée Falconetti and Antonin Artaud. It is a 
silent film but which had initially been conceived as a talking film, 
which Dreyer had to give up for reasons related to the technical 
equipment of the studio. Hence the disconcerting aspect of the film, 
which already adopts the codes of talkies while remaining a silent 
film. Dreyer chooses to focus his remarks not on the wars waged by 
Joan of Arc, nor even on her execution, but on the trials. 


8 See Du Rififi chez les hommes by Jules Dassin (1955). 


9 In French When the City Sleeps, American film directed by John 


Huston, released in 1950. 


10 André Bazin, “The western or the American cinema par 
excellence”, Preface to the book of the same title by JL 


Rieupeyrout - text republished in What is cinema? , Paris, Editions du 
Cerf, 1958-62, p.217 


11 Seven Men to Kill (Seven Men from Now) is an American western 
by Budd Boetticher, released in 1956. 


12 See Leslie Diedler, The Return of the Redskin, Paris, Le Seuil, 1971. 


13 The films mentioned by Deleuze here are Faithful Heart by Jean 
Epstein (1923) and El Dorado by Marcel L’Herbier (1921). 


14 Variétés (Varieté) is a German film directed by Ewald André 
Dupont, released in 1925. 


15 La Roue, a French film directed by Abel Gance, was released in 
1923. The film used lighting techniques and rapid scene changes and 
cuts that were revolutionary for the time. 


16 The White Cheik (Lo sceicco bianco), also known as Courrier du 
coeur, is an Italian black and white film directed by Federico Fellini 
and released in 1952, starring Alberto Sordi and Giulietta Masina. 


17 Tartuffe (or Monsieur Tartuffe) is a German silent film directed by 
F.W. Murnau released in 1926. It is the third adaptation of Moliére's 
play on the screen, after that of Piero Fosco (1908) and that of Albert 
Capellani (1910). 


18 Deleuze will take up this concept of being-with of the camera in 
Limage-movement: “It is on the basis of these data that Mitry 
proposed the notion of generalized semi-subjective image to designate 
this being-with of the camera : she is not confused with the character, 
she is not outside either, she is with him. It is a kind of strictly 
cinematographic Mitsein. Or what Dos Passos rightly called the eye of 
the camera, the anonymous point of view of someone unidentified 
among the characters. » Gilles Deleuze, Cinema 1 - The movement- 
image, p.106. 


19 See Pier Paolo Pasolini, The Heretical Experience: Language and 
Cinema, Paris, Payot, 1976. 


20 Deserto Rosso (The Red Desert) is a 1964 film by Michelangelo 


Antonioni starring Monica Vitti and Richard Harris. 


21 Prima della rivoluzione is an Italian film directed by Bernardo 
Bertolucci, released in 1964. 
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22 The Cahiers Renaud-Barrault were created in 1954 under the 
direction of Simone Benmussa. They wanted to be a reflection of the 
Renaud-Barrault company, by tracing the profile of the works 
performed by the company. Created as a collective, many writers have 
contributed to it, from Nathalie Sarraute to Marguerite Duras. The text 
by Rohmer referred to by Deleuze is published in no. 96, 1977. 


23 The six moral tales constitute the first great cycle of Eric Rohmer's 
filmography. As Rohmer explains, his tales are "moral" because they 
are almost devoid of physical actions, replaced by debates, speeches, 
conversations and monologues. In chronological order: La Boulangére 
de Monceau (1962), La Carriére de Suzanne (1963), La 
Collectionneuse (1966), My night at Maud's (1968) Le Genou de Claire 
(1970) and L'Amour l'après-midi (1972). 


